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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-66 of the application have been examined. 

Drawings 

2. In Figure 22 of the drawings, in Block 426, "input ports" appears to be incorrect 
and it appears that it should be "output ports". 

Specification 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Page 16, Lines 25-26, "an output and Derivative method are needed" appears to 
be incorrect and it appears that it should be "output and Derivative methods are 
needed". 

Page 39 Line 7, "such at time taken to execute" appears to be incorrect and it 
appears that it should be "such as time taken to execute". 

Page 46, Line 28, "computer executable steps" appears to be incorrect and it 
appears that it should be "computer executable instructions". 

Appropriate corrections are required. 
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Claim Objections 

4. The following is a quotation of 37 CF.R § 1.75 (d)(1): 

The claim or claims must conform to the invention as set forth in the remainder of the 
specification and terms and phrases in the claims must find clear support or antecedent basis in 
the description so that the meaning of the terms in the claims may be ascertainable by reference 
to the description. 

5. Claim 61 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 61, Lines 3-4, "selecting individual of the plurality of components that 
match the selected patterns" appears to be incorrect and it appears that it should be 
"selecting individual of the plurality of components that matches the selected pattems". 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

6. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

7. Claims 1-66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. 

7.1 Claim 1 states, "In an electronic device, a method of altering a graphical model, 
comprising: 
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identifying a component . . . ; and 

processing the component to identify one of similarities and automatically converting 
the component into a reference". 

The claim involves a method of altering a graphical model. The method does not 
produce any useful, tangible and concrete results and therefore is not statutory and cannot be 
patented under 35 USC 101. To produce useful, tangible and credible results,4he system should 
display some results on a display terminal or save the results in a file for use in analysis and 
design. 

. Claims 2-19 depend on claim 1 but do not produce any useful, tangible and concrete 
results and therefore are not statutory and cannot be patented under 35 USC 101. 

7.2 Claim 20 states, "A system for altering a graphical model, the system comprising: 
an identifier for identifying a component . . . ; and 

a converter for processing the component to identify one of similarities . .., and 
automatically converting the component into a reference". 

The claim involves altering a graphical model. The system does not produce any useful, 
tangible and concrete results and therefore is not statutory and cannot be patented under 35 USC 
101. To produce useful, tangible and credible results, the method should display some of the 
results on a display terminal or save the results in a file for use in analysis and design. 
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In addition, the system as claimed comprises only software. If all parts of a system are 
software, then the system becomes fimctional descriptive material and is not statutory and cannot 
be patented imder 35 USC 101 . The system should include some hardware elements to be 
statutory and patentable. 

Claims 21-38 depend on claim 20 but do not produce any useful, tangible and concrete 
results and therefore are not statutory and caimot be patented under 35 USC 101. 

7.3 Claim 39 states, "A medium holding computer executable steps for carrying out a method 
of altering a graphical model, the method comprising: 
identifying a component . . . ; and 

processing the component to identify one of similarities . . ., and automatically converting 
the component into a reference". 

The medium does not produce any useful, tangible and concrete results and therefore is 
not statutory and cannot be patented under 35 USC 101. To produce useful, tangible and 
credible resuUs, the medium should include instructions that display some of the results on a 
display terminal or save the results in a file for use in analysis and design. 

In addition, the medium could be any medium including the network and paper medium. 
Because of this, the claim is not patentable under 35 USC 101. Only computer readable storage 
or recording medium holding computer executable instructions is patentable. 
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Claims 40-57 depend on claim 39 but do not produce any useful, tangible and concrete 
results and therefore are not statutory and caimot be patented under 35 USC 101 . In addition, a 
medixxm with instructions is not patentable, unless the medium is limited to computer readable 
storage or recording medium. 

7.4 Claim 58 states, "In an electronic device, a method of simplifying a model, comprising: 
providing a plurality of components forming the model; 

identifying repeating occurrences of a pattem among the plurality of components; 
creating a new model based on the pattem; 

replacing each of the repeating ccurrences of the pattem with a reference to the new 
model". 

The claim involves a method of simplifying a model. The method does not produce any 
useful, tangible and concrete results and therefore is not statutory and cannot be patented under 
35 USC 101. To produce useful, tangible and credible results, the system should display some 
results on a display terminal or save the results in a file for use in analysis and design. 

Claims 59-66 depend on claim 1 but do not produce any useful, tangible and concrete 
results and therefore are not statutory and cannot be patented under 35 USC 101 . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not Identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 

9. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness imder 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are sununarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

10. Claims 1-4, 6, 20-23, 25, 39-42 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Frank et aL (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0159129) in view of Sakai (U.S. 
Patent 6,219,586). 

10.1 Frank et aL teaches Component model for real time system control. Specifically, as per 
claim 20, Frank et al. teaches system for ahering a graphical model (Page 1, Para 0002, LI 5-22; 
Page 2, Para 0019, Ll-5; Page 5, Para 0062), the system comprising: 

an identifier for identifying a component of the graphical model for conversion (Page 1, 
Para 0002, L15-22; Page 1, Para 0003, Ll-5; Page 2, Para 0019, Ll-15 Page 3, Para 0030, L7-9; 
Page 3, Para 0041, L5-9 and L13-20; Page 5, Para 0062); and 
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a converter for automatically converting the component into a reference (Page 2, Para 
0019, Ll-5; Page 3, Para 0041, L5-9 and L13-20; Page 5, Para 0062). 

Frank et al. does not expressly teach a converter for processing the component to 
identify one of similarities with other components and similarities with selected characteristics. 
Sakai teaches a converter for processing the component to identify one of similarities with other 
components and similarities with selected characteristics (CL27, L17-19; CL27, L49-62). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to 
modify the system of Frank et al. with the system of Sakai that included a converter for 
processing the component to identify one of similarities with other components and similarities 
with selected characteristics, because that would allow distributing design and manufacturing 
information throughout a factory to facilitate production of components using electronically 
stored job sheet that can be accessed instantly from any location from the factory (Abstract, L2- 
12); so that previous job information relating to similar part can be used to reduce overall 
manufacturing time of ftiture jobs (CL4, L38-40). 

Per Claim 21 : Frank et al. teaches that the component comprises at least one of a system, 
a subsystem, a portion of a system, and a portion of a subsystem disposed within the graphical 
model ((Page 1, Para 0002, L15-22; Page 1, Para 0003, Ll-5; Page 5, Para 0061, Ll-2; Page 5, 
Para 0062). 

Per claim 22: Frank et al. teaches that the graphical model comprises a plurality of 
components (Page 1, Para 0005). 
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Per claim 23: Frank et al. teaches identifying the component comprises heuristically 
locating a re-usable pattem and selecting the component to represent the re-usable pattern (Page 

I, Para 0005). 

Per claim 25 : Frank et al. teaches that the identifier heuristically locates a specific type 
of component and selects the component that matches the specific type (Page 1, Para 0005, LI -3 
andLlO-13). 

10.2 As per Claims 1-4, 6, 39-42 and 44, these are rejected based on the same reasoning as 
Claims 20-23 and 25, supra. Claims 1-4, 6, 39-42 and 44 are method and medium claims 
reciting the same limitations as Claims 20-23 and 25, as taught throughout by Frank et al. and 
Sakai. 

I I . Claims 5, 24 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Frank et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0159129) in view of Sakai (U.S. Patent 6,219,586), 
and further in view of Georges et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2004/0089141). 

11.1 As per claim 24, Frank et al. and Sakai teach the system of claim 20. Frank et al. and 
Sakai do not expressly teach that the identifier utilizes a checksum to identify selected pattems 
and selecting the component that matches the selected pattems. Georges et al. teaches that the 
identifier utilizes a checksum to identify selected pattems and selecting the component that 
matches the selected pattems (Abstract, L6-12; Page 3, Para 0027, L2-6; Page 3, Para 0030; Page 
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3, Para 0029, L13-15; Page 14, Para 0164, Ll-7; Page 42, Para 041 1, L2-3 and Para 0416, Ll-2). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the tinie of Applicant's invention 
to modify the system of Frank et aL and Sakai with the system of Georges ct al. that included 
the identifier utilizing a checksum to identify selected patterns and selecting the component that 
matches the selected pattems, because that would allow a user to select and modify components 
to modify the graphics displayed on the display (Page 3, Para 0029, L13-15), allowing the user to 
visualize the various components of system (Page 3, Para 0030, L5-6); and use the checksum to 
protect the files against read/write errors (Page 42, Para 0416, Ll-2). 

1 1.2 As per Claims 5 and 43, these are rejected based on the same reasoning as Claim 24, 
supra. Claims 5 and 43 are method and medium claims reciting the same limitations as Claim 
24, as taught throughout by Frank et al., Sakai and Georges et aL 

12. Claims 7, 26 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Frank et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0159129) in view of Sakai (U.S. Patent 6,219,586), 
and further in view of Provan et al. (U.S. Patent 6,208,955). 

12.1 As per claim 26, Frank et al. and Sakai teach the system of claim 20. Frank et al. and 
Sakai do not expressly teach that the identifier locates a selected acyclic graph of blocks and 
selects the component that contains the selected acyclic graph of blocks. Provan et al. teaches 
that the identifier locates a selected acyclic graph of blocks and selects the component that 
contains the selected acyclic graph of blocks (CL3, LI 8-31; CL3, L32-47). It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to modify the 
system of Frank et al. and Sakai with the system of Provan et al. that included the identifier 
locating a selected acyclic graph of blocks and selects the component that contains the selected 
acyclic graph of blocks, because that would allow identification of faulty components 
graphically in the event of fault in the system (CL3, L51-53). 

12.2 As per Claims 7 and 45, these are rejected based on the same reasoning as Claim 26, 
supra. Claims 7 and 45 are method and medium claims reciting the same limitations as Claim 
26, as taught throughout by Frank et aL, Sakai and Provan et al. 

13. Claims 9, 28 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Frank et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0159129) in view of Sakai (U.S. Patent 6,219,586), 
and further in view of Kodosky et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2002/0080174). 

13.1 As per claim 28, Frank et al. and Sakai teach the system of claim 20. Frank et al. 
teaches that the identifier solicits user interaction to participate in a selection of components 
based on at least one of re-usability, and polymorphism characteristics (Page 1, Para 0005; Page 
2, Para 0020, L7-13; Page 3, Para 0040, L7-12; Page 4, Para 0050). 

Frank et al. and Sakai do not expressly teach that the identifier solicits user interaction 
to participate in a selection of components based on at least one of pattem matching. Kodosky et 
al. teaches that the identifier solicits user interaction to participate in a selection of components 
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based on at least one of pattern matching (Page 9, Para 0123; Page 9, Para 0127, L5-7; Para 
0126, L8-1 1). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to modify the system of Frank et al. and Sakai with the system of 
Kodosky et al. that included the identifier soliciting user interaction to participate in a selection 
of components based on at least one of pattern matching, because that would allow using the 
graphical programming system to develop a graphical program that implements image 
processing routine (Page 9, Para 0127, L5-7); the graphical programming would allow a user to 
construct a diagram using a block diagram editor; the diagram created graphically would display 
a method of accomplishing a certain result (Page 1, Para 0009, LI -7); and the graphical 
programming would provide the user maximum amount of flexibility to create his own 
applications (Page 2, Para 001 5, Ll-4). 

13.2 As per Claims 9 and 47, these are rejected based on the same reasoning as Claim 28, 
supra. Claims 9 and 47 are method and medium claims reciting the same limitations as Claim 
28, as taught throughout by Frank et al., Sakai and Kodosky et al. 

14. Claims 10, 12-14, 29, 31-33, 48 and 50-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Frank et al. (U.S. Patent AppUcation 2003/0159129) in view of Sakai (U.S. 
Patent 6,219,586), and further in view of Ben-Romdhane et al. (U.S. Patent Application 
2004/0031015). 
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14. 1 As per claim 29, Frank et al. and Sakai teach the system of claim 20. Frank et al. and 
Sakai do not expressly teach that the converter creates a new model and copies the component 
into the new model. Ben-Romdhane et al. teaches that the converter creates a new model and 
copies the component into the new model (Abstract; Page 1-2, Para 0018; Page 4, Para 0066, Ll- 
5; Page 6, Para 0091, LI 1 to Para 0092, L5; Page 11, Para 0155, Ll-9; Para 0156, Ll-1 1). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to 
modify the system of Frank et al. and Sakai with the system of Ben-Romdhane et al. that 
included the converter creating a new model and copying the component into the new model, 
because that would allow modeling using component reuse (Page 1, Para 0013); visuaUzing the 
model graphically showing data dependencies, functional dependencies and control flows (Page 
1, Para 0015); allow the designer to quickly understand the inner workings of the software 
program (Page 1, Para 0016); and allow software reuse by identifying the inherent software 
components and extracting interfaces to those components (Page 1, Para 0017). 

14.2 As per claims 3 1-32, Frank et al., Sakai and Ben-Romdhane et al. teach the system of 
claim 28. Frank et al. and Sakai do not expressly teach that the converter copies a 
configuration set from the component into the new model; and the configuration set comprises 
model peripheral information. Ben-Romdhane et al. teaches that the converter copies a 
configuration set fi-om the component into the new model; and the configuration set comprises 
model peripheral information (Abstract; Page 1-2, Para 0018; Page 4, Para 0066, Ll-5; Page 6, 
Para 0091, Lll to Para 0092, L5; Page 11, Para 0155, Ll-9; Para 0156, Ll-11). 
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Per claim 33: Frank et al. teaches that the converter replaces the other components with 
references to the new model (Page 2, Para 0019, Ll-5; Page 3, Para 0041, L5-9 and L13-20; 
Page 5, Para 0062). 

14.3 As per Claims 10, 12-14, 48 and 50-52, these are rejected based on the same reasoning as 
Claims 29 and 31-33, supra. Claims 10, 12-14, 48 and 50-52 are method and medium claims 
reciting the same limitations as Claims 29 and 31-33, as taught throughout by Frank et al., 
Sakai and Ben-Romdhane et aL 

15. Claims 1 1, 30 and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Frank et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0159129) in view of Sakai (U.S. Patent 6,219,586), 
and further in view of Ben-Romdhane et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2004/0031015) and 
Kodosky et al. (U.S. Patent AppUcation 2002/0080174). 

15.1 As per claim 30, Frank et al., Sakai and Ben-Romdhane et al. teach the system of 
claim 28. Frank et al., Sakai and Ben-Romdhane et al. do not expressly teach that the 
converter sets compiled properties to be fixed into input and output ports. Kodosky et al. teaches 
that the converter sets compiled properties to be fixed into input and output ports (Page 20, Para 
0265, L7-1 1; Page 28, Para 0389, L2-4; Page 19, Para 0255, Ll-9). 
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15.2 As per Claims 1 1 and 49, these are rejected based on the same reasoning as Claim 30, 
supra. Claims 1 1 and 49 are method and medium claims reciting the same limitations as Claims 
28, as taught throughout by Frank et al., Sakai, Ben-Romdhane et aL and Kodosky et al. 

16. Claims 19, 38 and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Frank et ai. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0159129) in view of Sakai (U.S. Patent 6,219,586), 
and further in view of Bjornson et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2004/0056908). 

16. 1 As per claim 38, Frank et al. and Sakai teach the system of claim 20. Frank et al. 

teaches that the reference comprises at least one of a model reference (Page 2, Para 0019, LI -5; 
Page 3, Para 0041, L5-9 and L13-20; Page 5, Para 0062). 

Frank et aL and Sakai do not expressly teach that the reference comprisfes at least one of 
a library reference. Bjornson et al. teaches that the reference comprises at least one of a library 
reference (Abstract, Ll-13; Page 2, Para 0013, Ll-21; Page 4, Para 0029, L16-21; Page 5, Para 
0034, LI 1-16; Page 7, Para 0046). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of Applicant's invention to modify the system of Frank et al. with the system of 
Bjornson et aL that included the reference comprising at least one of a library reference, because 
that would allow a user to visually create the computer dataflow on a user display by selecting 
from a library of components (Abstract, L5-9); and automatically executing the dataflow with 
minimum number of inputs from the user (Abstract, LI 5-1 6). 
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16.2 As per Claims 19 and 57, these are rejected based on the same reasoning as Claim 38, 
supra. Claims 19 and 57 are method and medium claims reciting the same limitations as Claim 
38, as taught throughout by Frank et al., Sakai, and Bjornson et al. 

17. Claims 58-60 and 62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Frank et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0159129) in view of Ben-Romdhane et al. (U.S. 
Patent Application 2004/0031015). 

17.1 As per claim 58, Frank et al. teaches in an electronic device, a method of simpUfying a 
model (Page 1, Para 0002, L15-22; Page 2, Para 0019, Ll-5; Page 5, Para 0062), comprising: 

providing a plurality of components forming the model (Page 1, Para 0002, LI 5-22; Page 
. 1, Para 0003, Ll-5; Page 2, Para 0019, Ll-15 Page 3, Para 0030, L7-9; Page 3, Para 0041, L5-9 
and L13-20; Page 5, Para 0062); and 

identifying repeating occurrences of a pattem among, the plurality of components Page 1, 
Para 0005); 

replacing each of the repeating ccurrences of the pattem with a reference to the new 
model (Page 2, Para 0019, Ll-5; Page 3, Para 0041, L5-9 and L13-20; Page 5, Para 0062). 

Frank et al. does not expressly teach that the converter creates a new model and copies 
the component into the new model. Ben-Romdhane et al. teaches that the converter creates a 
new model and copies the component into the new model (Abstract; Page 1-2, Para 0018; Page 
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4, Para 0066, Ll-5; Page 6, Para 0091, LI 1 to Para 0092, L5; Page 11, Para 0155, Ll-9; Para 
0156, Ll-U). 

Per Claim 59: Frank et al. teaches that each of the plurality of components comprises at 
least one of a system, a subsystem, a portion of a system, and a portion of a subsystem disposed 
within the graphical model ((Page 1, Para 0002, L15-22; Page 1, Para 0003, Ll-5; Page 5, Para 
0061, LI -2; Page 5, Para 0062). 

Per claim 60: Frank et al. teaches that identifying repeating occurrences of the pattern 
comprises heuristically locating a re-usable pattern amongst the plurality of components and 
selecting one of the plurality of components to represent the re-usable pattern (Page 1 , Para 
0005). 

Per claim 62: Frank et al. teaches identifying the repeating occurrences of the pattern 
comprises heuristically locating a specific type of component amongst the plurality of 
components and selecting one of the plurahty of components that matches the specific type (Page 
1, Para 0005, Ll-3 and LlO-13). 

18. Claim 61 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Frank et al. 
(U.S. Patent Application 2003/0159129) in view of Ben-Romdhane et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application 2004/0031015), and further in view of Georges et al. (U.S. Patent Application 
2004/0089141). 
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18.1 As per claim 61, Frank et al. and Ben-Romdhane et aL teach the method of claim 58. 
Frank et al. and Ben-Romdhane et al. do not expressly teach identifying the repeating 
occurrences of the pattem comprises utilizing a checksum to identify selected patterns amongst 
the plurality of components and selecting individual of the plurality of components that match 
the selected patterns. Georges et al. teaches identifying the repeating occurrences of the pattem 
comprises utilizing a checksum to identify selected patterns amongst the plurality of components 
and selecting individual of the plurality of components that match the selected pattems (Abstract, 
L6-12; Page 3, P.ara 0027, L2-6; Page 3, Para 0030; Page 3, Para 0029, L13-15; Page 14, Para 
0164, Ll-7; Page 42, Para 041 1, L2-3 and Para 0416, Ll-2). 

19. Claim 63 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Frank et al. 
(U.S. Patent Application 2003/0159129) in view of Ben-Romdhane et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application 2004/0031015), and further in view of Provan et al. (U.S. Patent 6,208,955). 

19. 1 As per claim 63, Frank et al. and Ben-Romdhane et al. teach the riiethod of claim 58. 
Frank et al. and Ben-Romdhane et al. do not expressly teach identifying the repeating 
occurrences of the pattem comprises locating a selected acyclic graph of blocks amongst the 
plurality of components and selecting one of the plurality of components that contains the 
selected acyclic graph of blocks. Provan et al. teaches identifying the repeating occurrences of 
the pattem comprises locating a selected acyclic graph of blocks amongst the plurality of 
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components and selecting one of the plurality of components that contains the selected acyclic 
graph of blocks (CL3, LI 8-31; CL3, L32-47). 

20. Claim 65 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Frank et aL 
(U.S. Patent Application 2003/0159129) in view of Ben-Romdhane et aL (U.S. Patent 
Application 2004/0031015), and further in view of Kodosky et aL (U.S. Patent Application 
2002/0080174). 

20.1 As per claim 65, Frank et aL and Ben-Romdhane et aL teach the method of claim 58. 
Frank et aL teaches identifying the repeating occurrences of the pattern comprises soliciting 
user interaction to participate in a selection of components based on at least one of re-usability, 
and polymorphism characteristics (Page 1, Para 0005; Page 2, Para 0020, L7-13; Page 3, Para 
0040, L7-12; Page 4, Para 0050). 

Frank et aL and Ben-Romdhane et aL t do not expressly teach identifying the repeating 
occurrences of the pattern comprises soliciting user interaction to participate in a selection of 
components based on at least one of pattern matching. Kodosky et aL teaches identifying the 
repeating occurrences of the pattern comprises soliciting user interaction to participate in a 
selection of components based on at least one of pattern matching (Page 9, Para 0123; Page 9, 
Para 0127, L5-7; Para 0126, L8-11). 
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21 . Claim 66 is rejected xmder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Frank et al. 
(U.S. Patent Application 2003/0159129) in view of Ben-Romdhane et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application 2004/0031015), and further in view of Bjornson et al. (U.S. Patent Application 
2004/0056908). 

21.1 As per claim 66, Frank et al. and Ben-Romdhane et al. teach the method of claim 58. 
Frank et al. teaches that the reference comprises at least one of a model reference (Page 2, Para 
0019, Ll-5; Page 3, Para 0041, L5-9 and L13-20; Page 5, Para 0062). 

Frank et al. and Ben-Romdhane et al. do not expressly teach that the reference 
comprises at least one of a library reference. Bjornson et al. teaches that the reference comprises 
at least one of a library reference (Abstract, Ll-13; Page 2, Para 0013, Ll-21; Page 4, Para 0029, 
L16-21; Page 5, Para 0034, LI 1-16; Page 7, Para 0046). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

22. Claims 8, 15-18, 27, 34-37, 46, 53-56 and 64 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Conclusion 
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23. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dr. Kandasamy Thangavelu whose telephone number is 
571-272-3717. The examiner can nomiaily be reached on Monday through Friday from 

8:00 AM to 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Rodriguez, can be reached on 571-272-3753. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to TC 2100 Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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